March 2, 1971 

Dear Harold, 

Thanks for your mailings of 2/l8 and 23. 

You asked about my interest in the papers for your suit CA 2569 - 70 . It is 
°kay just to put me on the distribution list, as you suggested. I expect that 
I will also want to see, and perhaps copy, the government's papers. 

Re my N.O. clippings: I now have a list of the headlines, August '69 thru 
Jan '71 (roughly 1 page per month). Instead of actually clipping I have saved the 
entire page if there is anything of interest - saves time and is easier to store 
that way, but less convenient for Xeroxing. A.sk for whatever you want, 

I am building up a l;ot of things to ask Archives and State, JD, etc. I'll 
keep you informed, and maybe ask you to do State for me. I’m not rushing any of 
this . 

You asked about the copy of the CIA, telegram that was burnt during copying. 

See 18H188. It seems unlikely to b. . me also. 

Your letter to Whitten is a good one. I have heard nothing at all from them. 

Yes, I did see the column on Rosselli (Feb. 23). The possible connection between 
Hemming and Odio’s parents might be important. The motivation for a false Oswald 
accompanying Hall might have come from, or through, Hemming and his connections. 

That's something to think about, at least. 

I'll be as careful as I can to protect your sources on this. I think the best 

would be for me not to provide information other than what is in the CD's, and refer 

Whitten to you if he wants more. I won't do anything at all until/unless I get a 
solid response from Whitten. 

You mentioned that you haven't heard from Hal V. in some time. In the last 
few months, I have only talked briefly with him on the phone once, last known 
address: c/o Tom S. I think he was looking for a job. 

I have only glanced at Epstein's article on the Panthers (New Yorker, Feb. 13). 
It's amazing what grad school at Harvard does to your mind. He seems to have lost 
touch with basic logic - but maybe that is what it takes to be a political scientist 

these days. I noticed a couple of things - he doesn't seem to take seriously the 

possibility that Sams was a police agent (I thought he surfaced as in informer?) in 
the New Haven case, and his version of the Oakland incident (Hut ton-Cleaver) is so 
far out I hardly recognize it - even the local dailies were more suspicious. I doubt 
that the JD would want to encourage Epstein - there must be more competent writers 
for sale - but I agree that he would not be inclined to do his own research. If he 
wanted to get into such a project he might well ask for the help of his (assumed) 
liberal JD friends. It now amazes me that Inques t came out as well as it did. 

The comments by Mitchell are interesting indeed. Perhaps IF Stone will have something 
to say - he has been defending the Panthers a bit, as Epstein noted. 

You quoted me from the Archives 'Regulations for Reference Service on WC records,' 
which I don't think I have. If it is just a few pages I would appreciate a copy. 

I sent the copy of your 2/l9, with the response from Paul Rothermel, to JNS. 

Very interesting indeed. I suggest that >what you read as "an + asst DA." for R's 
source is "an (e)x-asst DA." Concerning the allegation that Molina was one of 
6 members of a CP cell, I note that in 1955 Lowery and another informant both 
reported that Molina opposed the CB faction within the GI Forum. (CD 1426, p. 4) 

(He had, however, been supported by the CP faction within that group.) 

I guess you have seen Roberts' piece in the March 1 Newsweek. I guess we are 
fortunate that he doesn't know what to look for. He didn't even make JG specifically 
look foolish on this U-2 bit, which would have been easy. He also seems to have 
been unaware of other relevant information- the dispute on LHO's clearance, the 
Schrand incident (with reference to the crypto van), LHO’s claim to have been at the 
Powers trial, etc. Roberts also mentions the CIA report on Russian use of 
assassinations, CD 1552. I had wondered why such an early-dated report was made a CD 
so late. There may be a connection with an Allen-Scott column of October 1964 
(p. 044 of the Bud file, mentioned in JNS's ltr to me of 2/20), which alleges that the 
CIA. was withholding some such report(s) from the WC. There are other cases where 
response was made to Allen-Scott columns. 

Sincerely, 

cc: JNS 




